Comments on the paper in the title published in Communications Korean Mathematical Society. We give our results and make the main corrections.
Introduction
Concerning the paper in [1] , we give our results and make the main corrections. The Theorem 2.4, Theorem 2.5, Theorem 2.6, Theorem 3.4, Theorem 3.9 of the paper are based on Lemma 2.3, but Lemma 2.3 is wrong. As Theorem 3.4 is wrong, Theorem 3.5 is wrong as well. The (m, 0)-ideal elements and the (0, n)-ideal elements mentioned in Theorem 9.6 have not defined in the paper (look at Definition 2.1). Lemma 3.7 is also wrong as the expression a n is used in it. In Lemma 2.3(3), the authors use the Definition 2.2 which clearly is not true: Let M be a ∨e-Γ-semigroup and m, n ∈ Z + . According to the paper, M is called (m, n)-regular if for all a ∈ M and all λ, μ ∈ Γ there exist γ 1 (3) is based on the definition of (m, n)-ideal elements as well given in Definition 2.1 of the paper, which is also wrong. According to Definition 2.1, an element a of a ∨e-Γ-semigroup is an (m, n)- Lemma 2.3(3) , < a > (m,n) = a ∨ a m λeμa n for every λ, μ ∈ Γ. < a > (m,n) is uniquely defined, while they consider it equal to a ∨ a m λeμa n for every λ, μ ∈ Γ. If this is the case, the authors should prove that for every λ, μ ∈ Γ, a ∨ a m λeμa n is uniquely defined. Is it possible ? That is, if λ, μ ∈ Γ and γ, δ ∈ Γ then is a ∨ a m λeμa n = a ∨ a m γeδa n ? Let us get m = 2, n = 2, for example. According to the paper by Hila and Pisha, an element a of M is called a (2, 2)-ideal element if there exist γ, δ ∈ M such that (aγa)ξeζ(aδa) ≤ a for all ξ, ζ ∈ Γ. Then they write a 2 ξeζa 2 ≤ a, which actually means that aγa = aδa. In that case they should prove that aγa = aδa. Is it so, and why? So they cannot write < a > (2,2) = a ∨ a 2 ξeζa 2 for all ξ, ζ ∈ Γ. Shortly, Lemma 2.3 is without any sense, and so is the rest of the paper. Finally, the definition of a ∨e-Γ-semigroup given in Definition 1.7 is also not correct. The authors say: Let "M be a semilattice under ∨ ..." which means that there exists an order relation ≤ on M according to which M is a semilattice, that is, for any two elements a, b ∈ M there exists an element"The usual order relation " ≤ " on M is defined in the following way
and they add that a ≤ b implies aγc ≤ bγc and cγa ≤ cγb for all c ∈ M and all γ ∈ Γ. This has no sense, it is wrong, because the order defines the semilattice. Besides, they should mention that a ≤ b implies aγc ≤ bγc and cγa ≤ cγb for all c ∈ M and all γ ∈ Γ immediately after the Definition 1.7 in line 20 of page 375 and not on lines 22-23 as they did. Its proof is as follows:
This means that every ∨e-Γ-semigroup is a poe-Γ-semigroup. In addition, instead of "for all a, b, c ∈ M" written in the paper, is much better to write for all
The authors tried to extend the results given in [2] , [3] from ∨e-semigroups to ordered Γ-semigroups, but there is nothing correct in this paper, as the expression a n has been used throughout the paper.
Main Results
In the following we correct the results given by the authors in Lemma 2.3, Theorem 2.4 and Theorem 2.5 which correspond to the result in [2] (Lemma 1, Theorem 1, Theorem 2 in [2] ). Based on our results, the authors might correct the rest of their paper which corresponds to the results given in [3] . The first two properties of Lemma 2.3 might be corrected as follows: 
